October 5 2000

Dear Stakeholder

The Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) Stakeholder Focus Group will meet at the
Broomfield Municipal Center at One DesCombes Drive on October 11 2000 from 4 30
to 630 pm A technical discussion meeting will be held in the Bal Swan room at the
Broomfield Municipal Center from 300 to 415 pm The Focus Group meeting will be
held 1n the Bal Swan and Zangs Spur rooms We will continue our discussion of
remediation strategies for the 903 pad by addressing the evaluation criteria from the
matrix - getting to specifics The agenda for the October 11 meeting 1s enclosed
(Attachment A)

The meeting minutes from the September 27 2000 RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group are
enclosed (Attachment B) Also enclosed are the following background materials
requested by the Focus Group at the September 27 2000 meeting or 1dentified by the
RFCA Parties

Definition of Waters of the State (CDPHE Attachment C)
Analysis of the Focus Group Evaluation Matrix Exercise (Hodgin Attachment D)
Draft Memo Public Process for RSALs (Karpatkin Attachment E)

You are encouraged to attend the technical discussion session for these materials that
will occur 1n the Bal Swan room at the Broomfield Municipal Center from 3 00 to 4 15
p m on September 27 2000 We will have subject matter experts available to answer
any questions on the packet information

Also the RFCA agencies will provide information concerning the Radioactive Soil
Action Levels (RSALs) review process at the technical meeting

Please come to the October 11 2000 meeting prepared to discuss your views on the

evaluation criteria from the evaluation matrix and how they should be apphed Please
mclude 1n your thinking

(Over)




RFCA Stakeholder
October 5 2000
Page 2 of 2

Which evaluation criteria should be objective and measurable (eg Meet Surface
Water Quality Standard On site ) and which should be more subjective (e g
perhaps Community Acceptance )

For objective and measurable criteria which ones should have thresholds or levels
that should be protected (the water quality standard 1s an example) and which ones
should imnvolve a relative comparison from alternative to alternative (such as
perhaps Reduction of Toxicity Volume and Mobihty )

For subjective criteria how should the critena be addressed so that alternatives can
be evaluated (for instance how should Commurty Acceptance be gauged?)

For all criteria what specific information should be gathered 1n order to conduct the
evaluation who should gather the information and how should 1t be reviewed

If you need additional information to prepare you for the Focus Group discussion on
October 11 please contact the subject matter experts listed in the packet or call
Christine Bennett of AlphaTRAC Inc at 303 428 5670 (cbennett@alphatrac com)
Christine will help to find the appropriate resource for you

Please visit the RFETS RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group website at www rfets gov and
click on Stakeholder Focus Group to access background information meeting minutes
etc electronically You may call either Christine or me if you have any questions
comments or suggestions concerning the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group or the
upcoming meeting

Sincerely

C Reed Hodgin CCM
Facilitator / Process Manager

AlphaTRAC Inc 10/5/00
7299 1011CvrLtr doc




RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group
Meeting Agenda

When October 11, 2000,430-6 30 p m

Where Broomfield Municipal Hall, Bal Swan and Zang's
Spur Rooms

430 Introductions and Agenda Review
440 Recovery and Revegetation After the Hanford Fire - Mary Harlow

450 Presentation and Discussion of Path Forward for RFCA Stakeholder
Focus Group - RFCA Agencies

505 Report Back from RFCA Agencies on Influence of Focus Group on
Decision Making - RFCA Agencies

520 Group Discussion of Evaluation Criteria from Matrix - Getting to
Specifics - Focus Group

610 Topics for Upcoming Meetings
620 RSAL Update (DOE EPA CDPHE)

630 Adjourn

AlphaTRAC Inc 1 Revised 10/4/00
7299 1011Agenda




DEFINITION OF STATE WATERS

COLORADO DEPARTMENT (F PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION

REGULATION NO 31

THE BASIC STANDARDS AND

METHODOLOGIES

FOR SURFACE WATER

(5 CCR 1002-31)

STATE WATERS means any and all surface and subsurface waters which are
contained in or flow in or through this state but does not include waters in
sewage systems waters in treatment works of daisposal systems waters in
potable water distribution systems and all water withdrawn for use untal use
and treatment have been campleted




PRELIMINARY QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

BY THE ROCKY FLATS CLEANUP AGREEMENT STAKEHOLDER
FOCUS GROUP

OF

ALTERNATIVES FOR REMEDIATION OF THE 903 PAD AREA AT
THE ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY SITE

C Reed Hodgin Facilitator
AlphaTRAC Inc

October 5 2000

PRELIMINARY FOR DISCUSSION ONLY



Preliminary Qualitative Analysis of Alternatives for Remediation of the 903 Pad Area

INTRODUCTION

This document presents the results of an exercise conducted by the Rocky Flats Cleanup
Agreement (RFCA) Stakeholder Focus Group to evaluate example remediation options
for the 903 Pad Area at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) The
analysis was conducted to identify areas of agreement and disagreement among the
members of the Focus Group and between the Focus Group and the RFCA agencies
The exercise also served to identify areas in which significant questions must be
answered before a remediation approach can be selected The results will be used to
1dentify 1ssues for detailled examination by the Focus Group and to priontize its
discussion topics

The evaluation exercise was conducted at a very early stage m the decision making
process when only lhmted information about evaluation criteria and potential
alternatives was available Thus the results are preliminary and for discussion only
The results do not represent commitments decisions or final opinions of either the
Focus Group members or the participating agencies

The direct products of the exercise - preliminary evaluations of remediation alternatives
by RFCA agencies and Focus Group Members - are presented m this report Also
provided 1s a subjective analysis of the implications of the evaluations conducted by the
Focus Group facilitator

BACKGROUND

The RFCA has been established to provide a regulatory framework for the cleanup of
the RFETS The RFCA represents a regulatorily enforceable commitment among the U
S Department of Energy (DOE) the U S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)

The RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group was formed by the three RFCA agencies to
provide early and continuing mput to the cleanup decision making process by
interested members of the community surrounding RFETS

The purpose of the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 1s for the RFCA parties to work
collaboratively with the community to discuss the wide range of environmental cleanup
actions and decisions needed to safely close Rocky Flats The Focus Group addresses
1ssues holistically exploring the implications and mterrelationships among 1ssues
provides a focal point for in depth discussion of specific decision documents and
provides a forum for communication and information sharing between and among the
agencies and the public

RFCA Stakeholder P2 Rev 0 10/5/00
Focus Group




Preliminary Qualitative Analysis of Alternatives for Remediation of the 903 Pad Area

The RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 1s not a decision making body - no votes are
taken and consensus 1s not an objective Rather the Focus Group serves as a forum to
bring 1ssues before the community early mn the process of options evaluation and
decision formulation This allows the community to participate directly in the policy
formuing dialog with the RFCA parties Public input to cleanup decisions will thus
contribute to and help formulate these decisions throughout the process rather than m
the tradition of review and comment after decisions are drafted

The Stakeholder Focus Group 1s mtended to principally involve members of the
interested public that are technically knowledgeable and prepared to devote substantial
time to this process The Stakeholder Focus Group 1s not intended as a mechinism to
reach out to the broad public or solicit broad public input on these 1ssues The RFCA
Parties will use other existing or new mechamsms to achieve this broader public mput
on RFCA decisions

EVALUATION OF REMEDIATION STRATEGIES FOR THE 903 PAD
AREA

The evaluation exercise conducted by the Focus Group was part of a discussion aimed
at helping the RFCA parties choose the right strategy for cleaning up the 903 Pad area
Two key 1ssues associated with this strategy are water quality protection approaches
to meet the Surface Water Quality Standard and risk reduction the Radioactive Soil
Action Levels (RSALs) Seven overall steps were mn the Focus Group process for
crafting the strategy (Figure 1) To this pomt mn their discussion the Focus Group had
defined the problem to be remediated (Plutonium and Americium contamination n the
903 Pad area) They had also worked to understand the implications of the problem
(increased health risk from radiation dose and impacts on surface water quality) The
Focus Group had also worked with the RFCA agencies to define the objectives of
remediation (maimntain health risk at acceptable levels and meet the surface water
standard onsite and offsite) The evaluation exercise was part of the Focus Group
activity to identify alternatives define strategies and to evaluate those strategies

THE EVALUATION EXERCISE

DOE imtiated the exercise at the September 13 2000 Focus Group Meeting by
presenting to the group the idea of an evaluation matrix for use mm qualitative
evaluation of cleanup alternatives for the 903 Pad area Evaluation criteria were listed
as columns 1n the matrix and were extensions of the nine remedy evaluation criteria
specified in the Comprehensive Environmental Restoration Cleanup and Liability Act
(CERCLA) Alternative cleanup strategies were listed as rows in the matrix DOE

RFCA Stakeholder P3 Rev 0 10/5/00
Focus Group




Preliminary Qualitative Analysis of Alternatives for Remediation of the 903 Pad Area

Define the Understand the Define the
Problem to Implications of Objectives of
Be Remediated The Problem Remediation
Evaluate Alt‘:re:atgzes dentify
Alternatives And Define Interrelationships
And Constraints
Strategies

I

Choose
Alternative

Figure 1 The Process Followed by the Focus Group in Evaluating Cleanup Strategies
for the 903 Pad Area

presented four bounding cleanup alternatives as examples 1n its analysis Each box m
the matrix was filled with an arrow to qualitatively indicate the expected success for
each alternative to satisfy each evaluation criterion

Following DOEs presentation the members of the Focus Group conducted a
homework activity to identify additional alternatives for discussion, determine
additional evaluation criteria to apply to the alternatives and to conduct their own
mutial quahtative evaluation of the alternatives

RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION EXERCISE

The Focus Group met to combine its results at 1ts September 27 2000 meeting There
were some reservations about combining and presenting the results of the members
analyses Members expressed concern that therr answers would represent
commitments and that the answers would be used out of context at later times The
representatives of the RFCA agencies emphasized that the inputs to this exercise would
be considered preliminary for discussion only and would not be used out of context
or construed as commitments from the members They further stated that the
agencies evaluations were also preliminary for discussion only and also did not
represent commutments Some members also expressed concern that the exercise was

RFCA Stakeholder P4 Rev 0 10/5/00
Focus Group
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Alternative Remediation Strate

[=]
Q
j wawdojaaaqg Abojouyoayl| — ola|{o| «~ &
O >
T c
8 g sjjouag Miepuodag] — | ¢ ol =]® ©
c O >
S diyspJe ©|® | w &
yspremais| 1 | ol®|w|®° T
[+]
£a souedssd |2y
£e 1 v Alunwwo)] « slelale g s
£ 8 = | ®
-g 6 « =
soueyd i B B 2|
2 1desoy ajeig]| « | 1 olSlale g L%
(dyspiemaig) N e| E
- | « | « E =
1509 9oueUdjUIEBH pUe uoue.lado{ v (| ]® o |2
-
o
uoneipawe - Tl A 5|6
o (uoneipaway) 1509 |eudao‘ 11 Nlelol|® 815
B 75}
o Amgeiusweduw)] «— | « | < : : 2,' =) 2 5
o |
: '
£ < | =
e SSOUBANIIRT WIBJOYS] — | « | « m|e|~-|O Y
£ 8| &
[
o Apqon| « | _ oo« e ¢
awnjop AJ2IX0] JO uononpayl < - ™o | o] _‘:"
>
[*]
sssuaApdayg wisbuoy 1t | - | ¢ Sig8lale § g ‘é -
© =
= O
(1o seioadg pasebuepuzy NINE ole|olg g 3| @
Buipnjaul) sHYHY yum Aidwo) N | TN € 2|63
€ zle 3
£ 3|E S
woewuonrug waiougl 1) 1| 1 12N e %’ g|»"°
& X
a¥s . - e | e S |3
piepuels Ajjenp 18jep) 8oeung 1aav(3| < ! -ie|e]® 2° %
aus u ¢ |«
g prepuels Aufent) Jolep aoeuns xeey(a| ndl BRI clw|<|° tle
T
o SIaMIOM SHS Jesodsiq 109)0id _T) |« ; 3 ~ e T
o = |
S onand = I35
< i - v |« S
g pue SI19}IOM uoljepodsued) 108)0idl — t w|lw|lw|® % 5|3 &
£ cle £
= SI9NIOM oM i ra e R
Momeugpsjodl © [ 1]t o|lmw|o|[°]| |55]5T
2gleE
19S() pue] 8YIs uQ aining 1oe1de pull I IR alalSle ‘§ S ‘§ 5
5 |52
sjuapisey alis Yo (eoorwaoud| T | - | ¢ ol®iale < (<
JUBSWIUOJIAUG - ? o < b
pue y}{EoH UBWNH }09104d o o |"|° R A -
N 2
E S5
wl¥l<|2 2 52
THEH M A
() = g < 8
S - o3
o o8
1+ g T




(uoneipaway) 1509 |eudeo|

j yuswdojenag ABojouysa
Qe
2‘, 2 sjjouag Aiepuossg
c O
3 dlqsp.lema;sl i g g
s aoue)dasoy Ajunwwo) 1818
28
T =
20 aoueydasoy a;e;s' it g g
(diyspiemals -lol o
1509 @ourUIUlEN pue uopelsado -lo{o
olo
o -
o
o

Aunqejuswsjdwy

S$SOUDAIIOOKT tu.lawoqsl

Balancing Critena

Anpgop
awnIoA AU2IX0L O UOIdNpPaYy

S$SouaANldeyg wusibuo

(1ov sel0adsg patabuepug
Buipnjoul) syyyy ypim A|dwos

JUBWIUONIAUS 1008}0id

ols Y
pJepueis Ajjenp o1 20 uns 199

aus u
piepuels Ajjenp 1918 99eUNS 199N

SI9MIOM BlIG [esodsIq 10910id

gy

oliqng
pue SI9)JOM Uoneuodsuel] 108)0id

Threshold Criteria

SIONIOM B1IS IOGIOJdl

19s() pue ays uQ ainin4g 1oa1oadH

Sjuapisay a)is JO 18207 10910id

JUBWIUOUIAUT
pue YijesH uewnp 3091014

Soil Excavation and Removal to 10 pCi/ g Plus Engineered Barriers Except No Dam at Indiana St

Alternative Remediation Strate

DOE

8
~
o
(=]
o
>
w
o

0t

00

11
Right Arrow Long Term Evaluation

Left Arrow Short Term Evaluation

11
00
00

11
discussion

t
evaluate success

Need key information to have

11
Not enough information yet to

11

= 1=

?

11
1000|0000 00

01

01
10

10

01
meet cnterion
Alternative probably WILL

11
Alternative probably WILL
NOT meet cniterion

1—>
11

0c|o00f(00|00|0OO}|0COjO00|0O0;00 00
1

00| 00|00

11

CDPHE
EPA

COMMUNITY
Legend

RFCA Stakeholder
Focus Group

/0




wawdojeaaqg Abojouyoal

Critena

sjjaueg MepuooasL

Non CERCLA

diyspiemais]

eour)dasoy Auunwwooﬂ

Modifying
Criteria

aoueldsooy ajels

(diyspiemars
1509 soueuduIiey pue uonesadQ

(uonripawiay) 1509 |eudeo!

Angejuswajduwy|

SSOUDAIIOILT WIBIOYS

Balancing Critenia

Aunqon
awnjop A}101x0} jO uojlonpay

SS9UIANDSYT wI31bu0oT]

prepuels Ajjeny) jo1ep\ 90eung 19a

REV 0 9/27/00

11

11
00j] o0

oojoo|o00] 00
11

11

10

01
00| 00| 00|00

00

11
Right Arrow Long Term Evaluation

Left Arrow Short Term Evaluation

11
00
00

FOR DISCUSSION ONLY

00
11

?

CBE
§2c
® § o c
£ S|g 8
(1ov se10adsg passbuepugy -lolo 5 alg 2
Buipnjou)) sHYHY yim Ajdwo)| || o € % S §
L SIE 2
ol o = 0| B
JUSWIUOIIAUT 198}0id =g B4 § % §
[J] ©
als JO -|lo| o 5 g
pJepuels Anjenp) Jojeps aoeuns 9o -|lo]o 2 |2
als uQ o
o
o
-

SIOYJOM BHS Jesodsiq 108)01d

gy

aland
pue SieyJop uoneuodsuel] 19910id

Threshold Critena

SIa)IOM BlIS men,mdl

lasn pue ays uQ aJnn4 109104l

sjuapisay aus JO 12007 10910.Ic|'

;uawuo.lmugl
puE Y}jesH UewNH 19310id

Soil Excavation and Removal to RSAL (Tier |) Plus Engineered Barriers Except No Dam at Indiana St

Alternative Remediation Strate

01

PRELIMINARY

01
1010

meet criterion
Alternative probably WILL

10| 01

o1
NOT meet criterion

Alternative probably WILL

10
01

t—
00)]00;00]00|00| 00

1

—

10
01

DOE
CDPHE
EPA
t

COMMUNITY
Legend

RFCA Stakeholder
Focus Group

/!



juswdojenraqg Abojouyssyll —

Critena

spjouag Aiepuodsag| «

Non CERCLA

diyspiemalg] «

aoueydedsoy K].IUI‘IWUIOOL t

Modifying
Crnitena

soueydasoy sjelg)

(diyspiema)s) 1
1509 9dueuduIel pue uone:adol

(uonepaway) 1s0H mldeol 1

A;mqe;uawqdwﬁ -«

$SOUDAI0RYT w:awousl -

Balancing Criteria

Anqonw

1

1
REV 0 9/27/00

20
23

01
44| 23
21

5543|140 11
01({01]03] 11

3
Right Arrow Long Term Evaluation

Left Arrow Short Term Evaluation

USSION ONLY

< N - (1]
awnjop Ayoixo] jo uononpay| < N |+~ |®
ssauaApoayg uueybuo| 1 o | ~

(1ov sa19adg pasebuepug
Bujpnjoul) syvyvy yum Ajdwon

uswiuoHAuz 103]04d

-

els 4ol __
plepuels Alenp Jajep aoeung 19\

als u
L] ) o ™ ]| e
£ | piepueig Auenp 1o1epn 90BLUNG 199N
@
L ~d
o SIOYIOM BYIG [esodsiq 19910.1d] « : o -4 |4
2 Z Iz c
3 S - s 1= k¢
[ pue SIONJOM uolleuodsued] 10310id] < N % S % 8
- L0 0O 5
£ =
- SISNIOM NS 1oalon| = el cl N £5 g*g,
- eEI3E
Jasn pue aus uQ aining 8joid| Slers TE T 5
s |87
Sjuapisay alis JO 1ed207 109101d| : g : - < <
JUSWIUOJIAUT - | » -
pue yjjeayH uewn}y }9910.d - N ™
b
E
wlZl<|3 2
ola|a|2 - o
(=] 8 wi s 4
o o
o

Solil Excavation and Removal to RSAL (Tier 1) Plus Engineered Barriers

Alternative Remediation Strategy

1
11
evaluate success
Need key information to have
discussion
R DI

10
Not enough information yet to

23 45| 22

t—=it-
31

PRELIMINARY F

32|132(33|23|22)|22

RFCA Stakeholder
Focus Group

1Z



gy

Soll Excavation and Removal to RSAL (Tier I) Only

Alternative Remediation Strate

(=]
3
N~
< juswdojanaaq ABojouysay| — - S
O
x = (=]
3 2 s)jouag Asepuodag| « | ¢ o|Z|m]|o
cO >
o w
2 dmspmma;sl 11 o8 lm|e o«
_g = souejdesoy AHunwwosnl — py 2 S o~ g §
z5 £|8
T = =
20 soueydasoy aeig| & | 1 o || w 2|
o | &
(diyspiemals <<l -le|a| g £ E
1509 @2oueuUdUIR) Pue uonesdp)| oo |- E, 2
o
® (uoneipaway) 1s0H wudeol 1 1] <« iﬁ o : o E §
e
5 73]
ﬁ ;
s ©w
o A;|||qe;uawa|du.|“ — |« | « ol | ° 3 g
o —
c < =
g ssauaanoayg wsepoys] — | « | ! -lalo|o £ 5
& b 4| c
8 Aupqop o |o
m < -— - o -2
awnjoA A}0Ix0]l Jo uonanpayl < < o | N ° ‘&,; E
ol L
ssauaanoayg wudbuoy — | - | 1 o :g -l o g é S .
=]
(10 sejoads passbuepuz] | , | , o <« | § HER
Buipnjou)) syvyv uim Aidwo il el B € 2|53
c S|E2
wewuonaug atoigl + | 1| 1t NSNSl e g’% 5-0
c
asuof o [ - oleleolalle |3
piepuels Alenp JejeM 20BLNS 199 A 2 |Z
ausuol - | _ | _, ol © ° o
£ | prepuels Alenp Jerem soeung 10| — o |7 f
]
3 o] o
g SIoNIOM BUS [esodsig mandI -] 1]« 218 -1e° 4 ;l.
- c
: wd [ (a2 ]| sl
@ | puesioyiom uoneuodsuel) 108j0id N |- =1 ]
: . - ot
- - Ll
- sisiomanugosiondl 1|« wle|™]|©° = 5|5 3
T
«— - < N = = -
Jasn pueaus upanmingaoud| T | < | « nlslele cé: £ g %
2 |2
sjuepisay s Yo reooqwaloid | < | — :; g |l o < |<
JUBWIUOJIAUT - -l o 5
pue yjjeaH UBWNH }99810.d ! R D e -]
=]
S
= ¢
wl|¥]<|2 2 S8
ola]la g - | =11 [ o a O
a 8 w = g’ <9
o o o3
o is
O
[+ 'S

/3




o 10 pCv/g Plus Engineered Barriers Plus Nearby or On site Retrievable
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Alternative Remediation Strate
Soil Excavation and Removal t
Monitored Storage (NORMS)
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g term Stewardship Technological Development for Cleanup to Average

Alternative Remediation Strate

Ultimate Goal of Lon
Background Levels
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Surface Water Standards at Other States with DOE Facilities

Idaho

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality requirements which by statute cannot be more stringent than
any federal standards

1) General Surface Water Quality Criteria

IDAPA 58 01 02 200 04 Radroactive materials or radioactivity shall not exceed the values listed in CFR
10 Part 20 Chapter 1 App B Table 2 Effluent concentrations Column 2

Am 241 2E 8 uCy/ml (20 pCvL)
Pu 238 239240 2E 8 uCy/ml (20 pCi/L)
U 233 234 235 238 3E 7 uCy/ml (300 pCvL)

2) Surface Water Quahty Critenia for Water Supply Use Designation

IDAPA 58 01 02 25201 a Radioactive materals or radioactivity not to exceed concentrations specified in
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Rules IDAPA 58 01 08 Rules Governing Public Drinking
Water Systems Thus rule references 40 CFR Part 141 15 and 16 (MCLs)

[no radionuchdes of interest at RFETS have established MCLs]

DOE Idaho has the following surface water alert levels from DOE Order 5400 5 These Alert Levels
are 257 of the Denived Concentration Guide (DCGs) for specific nuclides

Am 241 8E 9 uCi/ml @ pCvL)

Pu 238 2E 7 uCy/ml (200 pCy/L)
Pu 239/240 8E 9 uCvyml (8 pCy/L)
Total U 2E 7 uCi/ml (200 pCvL)

Nevada

Nevada has no surface water standards for radionuclides

Ohio

Ohio does not have any state wide standards for radionuchdes since the primary sites of interest were
never regulated under NPDES permuts because of the AEA exclusion Cleanup numbers for surface water
have been established at Fernald though These are the standards the site must reach when remediation 1s
complete They are based on human nisk to exposure at an intermittent stream 1n an undeveloped park
scenarto

Pu 238 210 pCvL

Pu 239 200 pCvL

Ra 226 +D 38 pCy/L
Ra 228 +D 47 pCvL
U 530 mg/L

Tennessee




The Tennessee Water Quality Control Act of 1977 (amended 1987) does not have quantitative surface
water quality standards for radionuchdes That Act does have language to the effect that it 1s unlawful to
cause the alteration of physical chemical radiological biological or bacteriological properties of any
waters of the state without a valid permit  There 15 also some generic toxicity language that could be
applicable to radionuclide contamination of surface waters The only language that affects soil cleanup 1s
for waters of the State that do not meet the 1dentified usage (1e 1rrigatron agncultural recreational et )
due to non point source or run off of radionuclides

Washington

No surface water standards for radionuclides are applied in Washington The State of
Washington Department of Health has drinking water quality standards for radionuclides which
are based on Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) These are applied at the 29 facilities
icensed by the state which do not include DOE facilities
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ER Decision Matrix

DRAFT
poc John Corst (303) 966 6526

RSALSs

Action levels are numeric levels that when exceeded trigger an evaluation remedial action and/or management action
Action levels apply to so1l surface water and ground water Action levels do not determine what specific action 1s appropniate
Specific remedial and/or management actions will be decided through a process prescribed by the Rocky Flats Cleanup
Agreement (RFCA) and environmental laws that apply to soil cleanup projects

Schedule*®
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Penod
3/00 10/00 5/01 7/01 8/01 NA NA

Thas schedule reflects this year s annual review of RSALs as required by RFCA This review 1s of greater depth and scope
than past reviews 1n part to incorporate the work of the RSAL OP and to ensure that these RSALSs are used for the remediation
of the 903 pad RFCA requires annual reviews each year until site closure and through the five year CERCLA review process
as well

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» What RSAL 1s protective of human health and environment”

> Should an anticipated future land use beyond the land uses described in RFCA be evaluated”

> What regulatory framework should be used (What 1s the ARAR”? What model to use?)

> Whether and how a catastrophic events (e g fire drought) should/could be considered”

> What 1s the value or distnbution for key parameters for RSAL calculations (e g air resuspension)
903 Pad

The 903 Pad Closure Project includes the 903 Pad Drum Storage Area (903 Pad) the 903 Lip Area and the Americium Zone
where soils have been impacted from the outdoor storage of 5237 drums A decision document will be prepared to 1dentify
appropnate cleanup levels protective of human health of future land users and to meet surface water standards on and off Site

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Period
8/00 1/02 6/02 8/02 9/02 9/03 11/04

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

Will source removal to the selected RSAL alone achieve protection of surface water quahty”

Will additional source removal beyond the RSAL achieve protection of surface water quahity”

If source removal alone cannot achieve surface water quality what engieered barriers will help achieve protection
of surface water quahty”

How do we balance protection of future land users workers surface water quality and ecosystems n the short and
long term?

> How will long term stewardship issues influence remedy selection”

YV VVV
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ER RSOP

This RSOP 1s the decision document for routine soil and groundwater remediation at RFETS It will address remediation of
so1l and associated debns at all Individual Hazardous Substance Sites (IHSSs) Potential Areas of Concern (PACs) and Under
Building Contamination (UBC) documented via the Historical Release Report process of RFCA as well as the remedial
decision for subsurface contaminant plumes This RSOP does not address non routine actions such as closure of the Present
Landfill Original Landfill Solar Evaporation Ponds final Site configuration or the design for groundwater remediation
systems The regulators approve the RSOP only once Initial approval of an RSOP will be accomplished through the IM/IRA
process (RFCA 925(bo))

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
P s D ument Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Penod Penod
10/00 10/00 7/01 9/01 11/01 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» What are the appropnate cleanup levels” (ARARs?)
> Will deep subsurface soil contamination require removal if there 1s no exposure pathway?
> What are the remedial action objectives for surface soil subsurface so1l and groundwater”

Soil Management RSOP

The management and disposition of remediation so1l investigation dertved matenal excavated soil and sediment at the Rocky
Flats has been conducted under various regulatory authorities This has lead to mefficiencies and differences in handling
management and disposition of so1l The purpose of this RSOP 1s to streamline the charactenization management and
disposttion of all disturbed soil at RFETS nto a single process designed to protect public health and the environment
regardless of why 1t was disturbed or excavated

Schedule*
Info mal Start D afting Beg n Fo mal End F nal Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Penod Per od
10/00 9/00 11/00 1/01 1/01 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» How do RSALSs apply to soil disturbance projects around the Site?

» Should the put back level approach m RFCA Attachment 5 ALF be apphed to all disturbed soil on site?

» Can soils from characterization and construction activities be returned to the point of origin and be remediated and
dispositioned appropnately with the THSS from which it was generated?

DRAFT
Rev 0 10/10/00
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Industral Area Sampling Analysis Plan (IA SAP)

SAPs are required to support pre remedial characterization waste volume calculations waste characterization confirmation of
cleanup and the Comprehensive Risk Assessment The IA SAP describes the surface and subsurface so1l samphing to support
these objectives 1n the IA Operable Umit

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Peniod
7/00 10/99 NA NA 12/00 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

What samphng methodology and approach should be used for the industrial area”

How many samples are sufficient for preremedial characterization and post remedial confirmation?

How many samples are necessary to support the Comprehensive Risk Assessment (CRA) and delisting from the
NPL?

VVYv

Buffer Zone Sampling Analysis Plan (BZ SAP)

SAPs are required to support pre remedial characterization waste volume calculations waste charactenization venfication of
cleanup and the Comprehensive Risk Assessment The BZSAP describes the surface and subsurface so1l sampling to support
these objectives 1n the Buffer Zone

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Penod Period
12/0 10/00 NA NA 3/01 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» What sampling methodology and approach should be used for the buffer zone”

> How many samples are sufficient for preremedial characterization and post remedial confirmation”

> How many samples are necessary to support the comprehensive Risk Assessment (CRA) and dehsting from the
NPL?

DRAFT
Rev 0 10/10/00
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Present Landfill Remediation Project

The Present Landfill encompasses approximately thirty acres in the northwest Buffer Zone area and contams six additional
IHSSs and PACs within 1ts boundary The six additional IHSSs and PACs have been proposed as no further action The

Present Landfill was operated from 1968 through 1998 and 1s identified as an interim status unit under RCRA The landfill
received hazardous waste 1n the past and 1s required to be closed under the provisions of RFCA Attachment 10 The presumed
remedial action for the Present Landfill 1s closure by an engineered cap Post closure momitoring and cap maintenance will be

required
Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
P ocess Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Penod Pertod
10/00 10/01 7/02 9/02 10/02 1/04 12/04

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» Is the presumptive remedy of using a cover or cap appropnate”
» If a cap 1s appropriate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspiration cap)
> If cap 1s not appropriate what other remedy 1s protective?

Oniginal Landfill Remediation Project

The Ongnal Landfill encompasses approximately 20 acres 1n the southwest Buffer Zone area and contans an additional IHSS
The landfill operated from 1952 to 1968 and received approximately 2 million cubic feet of general plant wastes including
solvents paints and pestictdes Records indicate that the landfill also received quantities of depleted uranium The Original
Landfill 1s not a RCRA unit Remedial options include closure by a cap cover or excavation

Schedule®
Informal Start Draft ng Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Penod Per od
10/00 10/01 8/02 9/02 10/02 11/02 6/05

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» What s the approprate remedy to protect human health and meet the surface water standards consistent with

RFCA and CERCLA?
> Ifacapis appropriate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspiration cap)”
» Ifcap is not appropriate what other remedy 1s protective”

DRAFT

Rev 0 10/10/00
*Th etmt bl
S IR odofDe

eflect th

hdl f deelp gth

tnmd

docum t

d RFCA Allof th

d onsae eviewable tth




Solar Ponds Remediation Project

The Solar Evaporation Ponds (SEP) encompass approximately 12 acres in the northeastern quadrant of the Industrial Area
constructed and operated from 1953 to 1986 The ponds recetved low level radioactive wastes contaminated with high levels of
nitrate The SEP 1s 1dentified as a RCRA interim status umit and 1s required to be closed under the provisions of RFCA
Attachment 10 The RFCA presumed remedial action for the SEP 1s closure by an engineered cap Post closure momtoring and
cap maintenance will be required

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Period
10/00 4/02 2/03 3/03 4/03 8/03 5/05

Key questions/Issues to be resolved
» Is the presumptive remedy of using a cover or cap appropriate”

> Ifacaps approprniate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspiration cap)?
> If cap is not appropriate what other remedy 1s protective”

RFCA Integrating Decision Document (RIDD)

The RIDD 1s a RFCA decision document that integrates necessary response (accelerated) actions and other critical closure
1ssues and decisions to achieve the final site condition in one document The RIDD provides the framework strategy and
decisions necessary to complete the Site remediation under RFCA and support the final CAD/ROD The contract currently
calls for an Interim Final ROD It 1s assumed that the RIDD will replace the IROD as a contract requirement

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begmn Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Period
8/00 2/01 4/02 6/02 6/03 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

» What s the appropriate water standard”
» What s the water quality strategy” For example
v Will ponds be retamed”
v" 'Will dams be used as part of final Site Configuration etc ?

» How and where should on site water quality be measured?

» What s the groundwater remediation strategy”

» Can No Further Action Sites previously accepted by the regulators be closed” If not what additional remedal
actions are required?

DRAFT

Rev 0 10/10/00
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Site Water Balance Study

The scope of the site wide water balance activity is to develop a hydrologic design basis for RFETS closure activities The
objectives of the project are to
1  Evaluate how the site wide water hydrology 1s likely to change from the present to final Site configuration at closure
2 Assist in predicting surface water impacts from groundwater for present and final Site configuration
3 Provide hydrologic profiles to support decisions for final Industrial Area configuration to protect surface water quality

standards

4 Assist in determiming the final configuration of the Walnut Creek and Woman Creek drainages to protect surface water
quality standards and address ecological concerns and
5 Provide information for the RFCA Integrating Decision Document the Comprehensive Risk Assessment and the Final

CAD/ROD
Schedule*
Info mal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Final Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Complete
Period Period
8/00 7/00 4/02 6/02 6/03 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

> What will the water flux (hydrologic regime and characteristics) be at Site Closure”

> What 1s the impact ehminating the importation of water for Site use?

Land Configuration Study

The Land Configuration Design Basis will provide the engineering information required to design the final land configuration
of RFETS following completion of all remedial actions The final land configuration will be engineered to protect public
health and the environment consistent with future land use The design basis incorporates all appropnate physical chemical
and biological information including site wide water balance soil erosion and sediment transport modeling and actimde
mugration The design basis includes a conceptual final land configuration that addresses the Industrial Area the inner Buffer
Zone and the Woman and Walnut Creek drainages Results will be used in the CRA and CAD/ROD

Schedule*
Informal Start Drafting Begin Formal End Fnal Remediation Project
Process Document Comment Comment Document Start Compl te
Period Period
11/00 10/00 4/02 6/02 6/03 NA NA

Key questions/Issues to be resolved

> What land configuration will lead to a naturally functioning low mamtenance environmentally protective
geomorphic system?
» What are the potential impacts of long term erosion” What can we do to mimmize any erosion nnpacts?
» What will the final configuration of dramages be”
> Will dams be part of the final site configuration?
> Will the ponds be retamed as part of final site configuration?

» What enhancements should be made to any engineered controls”
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